Volume 079

Article 01

IDAHO ANGLERS
A SURVEY OF OPINIONS
AND
PREFERENCES

-'Vu-‘-:f

= i

-y

e

Ly =24
+ = =
P =0
=+ SR
S Sow

o 2
DL
of [ O
o m

-. X

L | =2

IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

BETTER FISHING THROUGH GOOD MANAGEMENT
Funded by
FEDERAL AID IN FISH RESTORATION




A SURVEY OF 1987 IDAHO ANGLERS
OPINIONS AND PREFERENCES

Job Completion Report
F-35-R-13
Submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Under
Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Program

By

Will Reid
Resident Staff Biologist

July 17, 1989



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
EXECUTI VE SUMVMARY . .o e e e 1
INTRODUCTT ON .o e e e e e e e 6
TECHNI QUES USED ... ... e s 7
Questionnaire Content ........ ... ... . . . . .. ... 7
Sanple Size And Mailing ......... ... ... .. ... . .. ... . ... 7
Survey Bias ... 8
Questionnaire Analysis ... 8
RESUL TS . 9
Angler Profile ... . . . . . . . . e 9
A e 9
X 9
Residence . ...... .. . 9
Fam |y 12
Sportsmen Organizations ................ .. .00, 12
Boat Omership ....... ... 12
Management Preferences ............. . . . ... .. 15
License.Price ...... . . .. 15
Bag Limts ... e 15
Hat chery Trout ...15
WId Trout ... 18
Quality/ Trophy Tout ........... ... ... .. ... ... ... 18
Program Enphasis ........ .. .. i 20
Fi shing Contests and Tournaments ................. 22
War mnvat er Fish Managenent ................ ... ..... 22
Public Information .......... ... ... . ... . ... . ... ... 27
Preferences . ... ... 27
Preferred Species ...... ... . . .. i 27
Preferred Water ....... ... . . . . . . . 29
Preferred Water Type ...... ... . . . . . . .. 29
Preferred Fishing Mbde ............... ... ......... 34
Preferred Fishing Method ......................... 34
Days Fished . ....... . . . 34
Angler Satisfaction ......... ... .. . . . .. . i 39
Where To Fish Factors ........ .. ... . . .. .. 48
VWhy Anglers Fish ... . 48
Survey Bias ... e 60
Dl SCUSSI ON ..ot 60
LITERATURE CITED ... ... e e e e 65
ACKNOWNLEDGEMENTS . . .ottt e e 66
APPENDI X | SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE . ... ... ... 68



Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

10.

11.

12.

LI ST OF TABLES

Page
Age class of survey respondents by percent, for the
total sanple, resident only and nonresident only
angler, 1967 and 1987 ..... ... ... ... 10
Sex of survey participants, by percent, for tota
sampl e, by resident only and nonresident only, 1987. 10
Percent of 1987 |icenses sal es and percent of
guestionnaire returns by license type .................. 10
Percent of 1987 nonresident anglers by state of
resi dence, for the top five states only ................ 14
Popul ation statistics 1975 to 1985 and 1977 to 1987
guestionnaire returns, by percent, by region of
residence for ldaho resident anglers ................... 14

Percent of survey respondents that belong to organized
sportsnmen organi zations during 1987 ................. ... 14

Percent of survey respondents that reported owning a

boat used for fishing during 1987, by area of
FeSi dENCE .. e 16

Opi ni ons expressed on the price paid for a license to
fish Idaho waters in 1987, by area of residence ........ 16

Opi ni ons expressed on the nunber of fish allowed in
the statewide 6-trout bag limt in 1987 ................ 17

Percent of survey participants that would or woul d not
support a possession limt of two daily bag limts on

| akes and reservoirs, knowi ng that catch rates night
decline ... 17

Percent of opinions expressed by survey participants
regarding the conversion of a portion of the 9 inch
hatchery trout production to 12-inch trout, know ng
that one 12-inch trout will replace three 9-inch trout

in the hatchery ....... . . . . . . . . 17

Rating of the quality of trout stocked by the Idaho
Department of Fish and Gane, by percent of survey
FeSPONAEeNnt ... .. 19



Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

LI ST OF TABLES ( Cont i nued)

Page

Angl er preference regarding protection on wild trout in
[daho streans . ...... .. ... 19

Angl er preferences regardi ng the managenent of

additional waters to provide larger trout at increased
catch rates, knowing restrictions would be needed, by
percent of survey participants, by area of residence. 19

Percent of anglers that would or would not continue to
fish their favorite streamif they had to rel ease al
trout caught ... ... . . . . . e 21

Percent of anglers that would or would not fish a |ake
or streamif it provided the opportunity to catch
trophy trout, even if all fish had to be rel eased... 21

Types of restrictions anglers would prefer to increase
the size and catch rates of trout, know ng that
restrictions would be needed ........... ... ... ........ 21

Angl ers' opinions regarding the degree of program
enphasi s that should be devoted to various prograns. 23

Angl ers' opinions regarding regul ation of fishing
contests and tournaments ............ ... ... 23

Angl ers' opinions regardi ng the managenent of | akes and
ponds to provide bass greater than 15 inches at increased
catch rates, knowing that restrictions would

be needed ......... . . ... 24

Shortest |argenouth bass, in inches, the |daho angler
woul d consi der keeping, if not restricted .............. 24

Shortest small nouth bass, in inches, the Idaho angler
woul d consi der keeping, if not restricted .............. 24

Length, in inches, of |argenouth bass |daho anglers
woul d consider a quality size ........ . ... ... .. .. . . ... .. 25

Length, in inches, of smallnmouth bass |daho anglers
woul d consider a quality size ........ ... .. ... .. ... ... .. 25

Angl ers' opinions regardi ng the expansion of wall eye,
in percent, by area of residence ....................... 25



Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

Tabl e

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

LI ST OF TABLES (Conti nued)

Page

Angl ers' opinions regarding increased fishing
i nformati on fromthe |Idaho Departnent of Fish and Gane,
in percent, by area of residence ...................... 26

Most preferred species of fish in percent of the
sanple total, 1987 .... ... . . ... . 26

Most preferred species of fish in percent by area of
residence, 1987 .. ... ... 28

Percent of anglers returning survey questionnaires that
fished of each species at |east once during 1987.... 30

The ten nost frequently fished waters fromthroughout
the state of Idaho as given by survey respondents for
L1087 31

Most frequently fished waters as given by survey
respondents for area of residence during 1987 .......... 32

Nurmber of survey participants that fished each water
type at |east once for each fishery segnment during
1087 35

Anglers' preferred water type, in percent, by area of
residence, 1987 .. ... ... 36

Nunber of survey participants that fished each node of
fishing for each fishery segment during 1987 .......... 36

Angl ers' preferred node of fishing by area of
residence, 1987 .. ... ... 37

Angl ers' preferred nethod of fishing, in percent, by
area of residence, 1987 ....... ... . ... ... 37

Nunber of survey participants that fished each nethod
of fishing of each fishery segnent at |east once during
1087 38

Nunmber of days fished by survey participants and
estimated days fished by |Idaho anglers that purchased a
license to fish in 1987 ....... . .. . . . . . . . ... 40

Percent of total days fished that were expended by
resi dent and nonresident fishernmen in each region for
each fishery type, 1987 ... ... . . . . . . . 41



Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

I 0.

LI ST OF FI GURES

Page
State of Idaho with ?daho Departnment of Fish and Gane
Regi onal boundaries .. . ... ... .. .. . . ... 11
Percent of survey participants that did or did not
have a spouse that fished in 1987 ...................... 13

Angl er satisfaction with |akes and reservoirs for
trout, high lakes and rivers and streans for trout
fishery segnent by percent of reporting anglers, 1987 42

Angl er satisfaction with | akes and reservoirs for
perch and sunfish, by percent of reporting anglers,
1087 43

Angl er satisfaction with anadronous chi nook and
steel head trout, by percent of reporting anglers,
L1987 44

Angl er satisfaction with |andl ocked chi nook and
kokanee - coho, by percent of reporting anglers,
1087 45

Angl er satisfaction with Lakes and reservoirs for
bass, walleye, pike and rivers and streans for bass
by percent of reporting anglers, 1987 ................. 46

Angl er satisfaction with whitefish, white sturgeon and
ot her species fishery segnent, by percent of reporting
anglers for 1987 .. .. ... 47

| mportance anglers place on the factors, "beauty of
the area", "water quality" and "solitude" in selecting
where to fish, by percent of reporting anglers, 1987. 49

| mportance anglers place on the factors, "to avoid

angl er crowdi ng" and "to avoid other forns of

recreation" in selecting where to fish, by percent of
reporting anglers, 1987 .. ... . . . . . ... 50

.Importance anglers place on the factors, "catch rates

of keepable fish" and "catch rates of all fish" in
sel ecting where to fish, by percent of reporting
angl ers, 1987 ... ... 51



Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

Fi gure

LI ST OF FI GURES (Cont i nued)

Page
12. Inportance anglers place on the factors, "presence of
favorite fish", "trophy fish", "wild fish", and "chance
to catch a variety of fish" in selecting where to fish
by percent of reporting anglers, 1987 .................. 52

13. Inportance anglers place on the factors, "boat
| aunching facilities", "marina facilities", "nearness
of restaurants”, and "nearness to bait and tackl e shops"
in selecting where to fish, by percent of reporting
angl ers, 1987 ... ... 53

14. I nportance anglers place on the factor, "nearness to

home" and "nearness to cabin" in selecting where to

fish, by percent of reporting anglers, 1987 ........... 54
15. Inportance anglers place on the factors,

"accessibility", "famliarity with the area", and

"bank fishing opportunity", by percent of reporting

angl ers . 55

16. Reasons why anglers fish and the inportance they place

on the factors, "relaxation" and to "enjoy nature", by

percent of reporting anglers, 1987 ..................... 56
17. Reasons why anglers fish and the inportance they place

on the factors, "to catch trophy fish", "to catch fish"

and for "to fish for consunption", by percent of

reporting anglers, 1987 ... ... ... . ... 57
18 Reason why anglers fish and the inmportance they place

on the factors, "the challenge and excitenent", "to

i nprove fishing skills", "for the exercise" and "for

conpetition", by percent of reporting anglers, 1987.. 58
19. Reasons why anglers fish and the inportance they place

on the factors, "conpanionship", "famly togetherness"

and "to be alone", by percent of reporting anglers,

1087 59

Vi



ANGLER OPI NI ON SURVEY
1987

EXECUTI VE SUMVARY

During 1987, sportsmen purchased 421,727 licenses to fish Idaho
wat ers. Those anglers expended about 10 nmillion days of effort. Idaho
resi dents purchased just over 60% of all Ilicenses sold, and over
one-third of those anglers reside in Fish and Game's Region 3
(southwestern Idaho). The remaining two-thirds of the Idaho residents
are equally distributed throughout the remaining five regions. Nearly
30% of the Idaho license buyers were nonresidents that spent |ess than
ten days fishing. The nonresident anglers to Idaho canme primarily from
California, Washington, Utah, Oregon and Mntana

The average age of fishermen in lIdaho has changed little from
1967. Anglers in the 30-39 and 40-49 age class made up al nbst one-half
of the state's fishernmen. Juvenile |icense buyers may have declined
slightly from 1967. However, without statistical data from the 1967
survey, we cannot determ ne the significance, if any, of the decline
The Departnment should, however, continue information and education
programs to introduce fishing to juveniles throughout the state. Those
programs should be directed towards famlies that do not currently
fish. Survey results indicate that famly togetherness is one of the
maj or reasons why people fish. The survey results also show that if a
fishing famly has children under 14 living at hone, those children
probably fish. The large nunber of female |icense buyers in ldaho is
also indicative of the "famly fishing" concept displayed by the I|daho
angl ers.

Sportsmen that belong to organized groups in Idaho are nore voca
in letting their preferences be known than are fishermen who do not
bel ong to organized sportsnen groups. In ldaho, less than one out of
every five fishernen belongs to any sportsnen group. Based on a
conmpari son of questions from the survey, there is a mjor difference
between the opinions of group nenbers and nongroup nenbers. Those that
join organized groups tend to be nore oriented towards quality/trophy
regul ations and tend not to be bait fishernen

Results of the survey also indicate that there is a significant
difference in responses based on type of terminal gear preferred. Fly

fishermen tend to favor, in greater nunbers, nore restrictive
regul ations, larger fish, protection of wild trout, and habitat
protection prograns. Bait anglers, on the other hand, tend to want

high catch rates and less restrictive regulations. Bait fishernen
support protection of wild trout and habitat protection but not in as
great a percentage as fly fishernen. On npbst issues, those that stated
a preference for lure fishing had opinions that would lie between those
of fly and bait anglers.

St at ewi de, just over one-third of the fishermen in |Idaho own a

boat wused for fishing. In Region 1, with a large portion of Idaho's
| akes, over one-half of the fishernen own boats used for fishing.
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Over two-thirds of both residents and nonresidents felt the
current linmit of 6 trout to be "about right." Mre nonresidents than
residents thought 6 fish to be "too many." Over one-half of the Idaho
anglers would not want the possession limt on |akes and reservoirs
i ncreased fromone daily bag to two daily bag limts if it would result
in lower catch rates

The general |daho angler seens quite satisfied with the quality of
the ldaho Fish and Gane's hatchery product. About one-third of the
fishermen in the survey would like to have a few trout larger than 9
i nches stocked, even knowi ng that one 12-inch trout will displace three
9-inch trout from the hatchery. A slightly larger percent of the
fishermen did not want larger fish at the expense of nunbers. Over
two-thirds of the survey respondents would |ike to have additiona
program enphasis on hatchery trout for |akes, reservoirs, rivers and
streans.

The issues of catch-and-release fishing, wild trout protection and
trophy trout managenent appear to be the npbst volatile topics in the
survey. O all the topics addressed, these three issues drew the
hi ghest response rate and | east number of "no opinion" responses. The
vast mjority of anglers fishing in Idaho feel protection and
enhancenment of wild trout needs additional program enphasis, and they
would not want wild trout replaced with hatchery trout. They also
would like to have nore | akes or streams nanaged to provide |larger than
average trout. Over one-third of the survey respondents, resident and
nonresi dent, said they would fish catch-and-rel ease waters. However,
nearly 60% of the ldaho resident fishernen said they would abandon
their favorite streamif they had to release all trout caught, and over
one- hal f would not fish a catch-and-rel ease | ake or stream for the
opportunity to catch a trophy trout. If restrictions are needed to
increase the size or catch rates of trout, npost anglers would prefer
bag restrictions. Size restrictions and tackle restrictions were the
next nost preferred options. Shorter season |ength was the |east
preferred option to increase size or catch rates. There was not a
great deal of difference between the nunber of choices favoring size
restrictions and tackle restrictions, indicating these two options nay
have been selected in tandem

Over one-half of the survey respondents felt that fishing
tournanents and contests should be regulated or prohibited. These
opi nions are unchanged fromthose expressed in 1977.

Shortly after conpletion of this survey, the Idaho Legislature
passed legislation giving authority to the Idaho Departnment of Fish and
Ganme to draft rules and regulations to govern fishing contests and
t our nanents.

Survey results indicated that alnost one-half of the fishermen in
| daho woul d favor managing additional |akes or ponds to provide bass
greater than 15 inches in length. Over 30% of the survey respondents
had "no opinion" on this and nost other warmater-rel ated questions.
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The smallest bass acceptable to nbst warnmwater fishermen was 12
inches in length. A 16-inch bass was the size nost often considered a
trophy. Fishernen did differentiate between |argenmouth and smallnouth
bass. Both the mnimm acceptable size and the trophy size of
smal | mouth bass was generally 2 inches shorter than that given for
| argemput h bass. This informati on would indicate general acceptance of
the current bass regulations in Idaho by people fishing for |argenouth
bass. Smal | mouth bass fishermen my tend to have a higher
nonconpl i ance rate. The Departnent should continue efforts to display
the benefits of the current bass regulations or be prepared to have
separate regul ations for the two species.

The Ildaho Departnment of Fish and Ganme has introduced walleye into
three reservoirs in southern ldaho. Those waters selected to receive
wal l eye are considered "safe," that 1is, they wll not have the
potential to inpact other game fish populations outside the waters
where introduced. This opinion survey indicates the Idaho fishernmen
generally agree with that policy. Al npbst 60% of the survey respondents
woul d oppose further introductions of walleye if they mght inpact
ot her game fish popul ati ons.

The majority of ldaho anglers that returned a survey questionnaire
did not feel that additional enphasis needed to be directed towards
warmvater fishery prograns. The warmwvater program category also
recei ved the highest percent of anglers in favor of |ess enphasis.

Just over three-fourths of |Idaho fishermen prefer fishing for
col dwat er species. Trout species alone accounted for two-thirds of the
anglers giving a preferred species. Rainbow trout are the single npst
popul ar species in Idaho. Over 20% of the fishermen said they
preferred fishing for rainbow trout, and in excess of 80% said they
fished for rainbow at |east once during 1987. Anglers that prefer
war myvat er species have increased from 7% to al nost 23% between 1977
and 1987. Anglers stating a preference for bass accounted for 10% of the
survey respondents. Just over 30% of the fishing effort in 1987 was
directed towards warm or cool water species, up from17%in 1977.

As a single body of water, nore people fished the Snake River than
any other water in the state. The Salnmon River was the next nost
popul ar water. However, both the Snake and Salnon rivers flow across
regi onal boundaries. Cascade Reservoir, in Region 3, was the nost
fished water within a single region. Oher top-ten waters include the
Cl earwater River, the Boise River, Henry's Lake, the Big Waod River,
Island Park Reservoir, Coeur d' Alene Lake, Pend Oeille Lake, the
Payette River and Lucky Peak Reservoir. The Snake River w thin Region
3 would rank Number 4 if the Snake were to be broken out by regions.
For the npbst part, the top ten waters have remained the sane since
1977, with only changes in order.

Fishing on rivers and streams remmins the nobst preferred "water
type" for fishing, as it was in 1967 and again in 1977. Anglers also
preferred bank or shore fishing, and bait was the preferred
term nal
tackle in this survey. Nonresi dent fishermen nost preferred fly
fi shi ng. Boat angling with lures on | akes and reservoirs was nost
popul ar with war mnvat er fishernen.
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Al t hough nore anglers preferred river or stream fishing over | akes
and reservoirs, the fishery types had al nost equal numbers  of
i ndi viduals that fished each water type at |east once during 1987, and
54% of the days spent fishing was reportedly fished on flat water

| daho anglers have expressed overall satisfaction with trout
programs on both |ake and river systems. Fishing at high mountain
| akes received the highest satisfaction rating of all programs.
Angl ers also expressed general satisfaction with the fishing for perch
and sunfish. Anadromous fish, |andl ocked sal non, walleye and pike
fisheries received a poor satisfaction mark from most anglers. It
becomes readily apparent that time and dollars do not necessarily
equate to high satisfaction marks from the public. High mountain |akes
in ldaho receive the |east management attention of all programs yet
receive the highest rating for angler satisfaction. On the other hand
the anadromous fishery programs spend the most time and noney yet
receive some of the |owest ratings. General dissatisfaction with some
of the warmwater programs may stem from the newness of those prograns
and resistance to change. The |Idaho Department of Fish and Game shoul d
increase efforts to promote and introduce anglers to new prograns.

VWhen selecting "where to fish," most Idaho fishernmen place a great
deal of enphasis on "aesthetic" factors such as water quality and
natural beauty of the area. Social factors, such as avoidance of other
recreationists and avoidance of angler crowding, were also given as
i mportant "where to fish" factors. Although inmportant, catchability of
fish, the chance to catch a trophy fish, or the chance to catch a
variety of fish did not weigh as heavily as the aesthetic or social
factors. Mat eri al factors such as nearness to restaurants, boat
|l aunching facilities, mari nas, or travel di stance appeared to be
relatively uninportant.

The high value anglers place on aesthetic factors could, in part
account for the high satisfaction rating given to high mountain |ake
fishing. It could also partially explain the |ower satisfaction rating

given to warmwater fisheries which occur in lowl and areas close to
popul ati on centers and with |ower water quality than many of the trout
fisheries.

"Why" anglers fish in Ildaho correlates well with "where" they
choose to fish. Relaxation, to enjoy nature, solitude and famly
toget herness are given as inportant reasons why people fish. Catching
fish for consunption or the opportunity to catch a trophy fish does not
appear inmportant to nost fishermen.

Overall, the general opinion of Idaho fishermen, as a popul ation,
has changed little over the past 20 years. The medi an age has remained
about the sane, and the nost fished waters are about the same.
Preferences for river and stream fishing, bank or chore fishing and the
use of bait as the preferred termnal tackle has changed little. Also
anglers are asking for program emphasis for the same programs as they
did in 1967 and 1977.
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Based on the results of this survey, it seens appropriate for the
Department to keep in place many of the current goals and policies. It
woul d seem extrenmely inmportant for the Departnment to increase efforts
to maintain water quality and protect fish habitat. The Departnment
should also continue efforts to protect and enhance wild trout

popul ations. "Trophy trout"” and "trophy bass" prograns should be
expanded but not at the total expense of anglers who prefer bait
fishing. The Department of Fish and Gane will also have to increase

efforts to make the public aware of the sacrifices needed to acconplish
various goals. Walleye and other exotic fish should not be introduced
in Ildaho where they may have negative i mpacts on other game fish
popul ati ons. The Department should also increase efforts to direct
angling activity to fisheries that can withstand, or need, added
fishing pressure. Hatchery trout should be stocked in waters where
returns to the creel can be maxim zed. Bait and lure fishermen which
fish on |akes and reservoirs appear to place nore enphasis on catch
rates than the size of fish caught. Efforts shoul d be made to increase
catch rates with the hatchery product by stocking greater nunmbers of
"fingerling-size" rainbow and allowi ng the |ake system to produce the
occasi onal trophy fish
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| NTRODUCTI ON

Legislation which formed the I|daho Departnment of Fish and Gane
al so declared all wildlife within the state to be the property of the
State of Idaho. That |egislation directs the Departnment of Fish and
Game to preserve, protect, perpetuate and manage that wildlife
resource. If the resource manager had only the duties of resource
preservation, protection and perpetuation, his or her job would be
relatively sinple. However, as the title inplies, he or she nust also

manage that resource. Good managenent inplies providing a range of
experi ences for di fferent recreationists. Those recreationa
experiences should, within biological limtations, attenpt to neet the

expectations of the various user groups within the fishing conmunity.
The resource manager must bal ance good biology with social demands. He
or she nmust also insure that future generations wll have the
opportunity to experience ldaho's wildlife resources while maxim zing
current user satisfaction. As the population of Idaho increases and
the angling conmunity becones nore diversified, the job of the manager
will beconme nore conplicated as he or she tries to allocate linited
fisheries to different users needs.

It is the purpose of this survey to provide the resource nanager
with the opinions, preferences and expectations of the |daho angler
It should also provide a gauge for the nanager to judge past nmnagenent
progranms by rating angler satisfaction for each of the various fishery
segnent s.

This survey will also continue the tradition established by Gordon
(1970) and Mallet (1980) of providing the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game with 1long-range planning tools which wll help set goals,
establish objectives and deternmine policies for the next 15-year
pl anni ng period. The goals, objectives and policies established should
reflect the type of managenent options that the public will accept and
that will provide a satisfying experience to that public. The resource
manager nust exercise sound judgnent when using opinion survey data and
not manage by "vote." The biological potential of a water and the
charge to protect, preserve and perpetuate should provide the bounds of
good managenent .
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TECHNI QUES USED

Questionnaire Content

Prior to designing the questionnaire, | asked |Idaho Departnent of
Fish and Gane personnel to submit questions, topics, or areas of
concern that they thought mi ght need public direction during the next

15- year planning period. | assenmbled all material received and grouped
the proposed "questionnaire topics" into simlar subject categories.
Based on the topics submitted by Department personnel, | forrulated 34
questions (Appendix |) which wuld address the specific issues. \Were
possi ble, | used questions from previous |daho angler surveys to neet
the expected need for public input and to continue trend infornation
started by Gordon and Mallet. | also used questions from other state

fish and ganme agency surveys that addressed |ike survey needs (Mongillo
and Hahn, 1988; Fletcher and King, 1988; Kinman and Hoyt, 1982). |
then asked Departnent per sonnel to provide a review of the
questionnaire. After incorporating second review coments, | nailed a
draft of the questionnaire to Dr. Mark Snow of the Sociol ogy Departnent
at Boise State University for a review of questionnaire clarity and
question bi as.

To obtain a better wunderstanding of the different wuser groups
fishing Idaho waters, we conmpared sociological factors such as age,
sex, famly size and residence with managenent related questions. |
did not attenpt to assess economi c status of the respondent.

Sanpl e Size and Mailing

In 1987, the Idaho Departnent of Fish and Gane sold 421,727
licenses to fish lIdaho waters. These included resident season fishing
resi dent season conbination; nonresident season fishing; nonresident 10
day, 3 day, and 1 day fishing; junior season fishing; junior
combi nati on and senior conbination. From the total nunmber of I|icenses
sold we randomy selected 28,950 (799 names for questionnaire mailing.
After muiling, the US. Postal Service returned 5,252 of the
questionnaires as undeliverable, leaving a total sanple size of 5.5%
After six weeks, we nmailed a reminder letter to those individuals that
had failed to return a questionnaire. W also issued a public service
announcenent, as a remnder, which aired in area newspapers and on
radio and television stations. Anglers returned a total of 8,599
usabl e questionnaires, which represents a 2% sanple of 1987 I|daho
angl ers.

We conducted this survey primarily to gather the statew de
opi nions and preferences of anglers fishing |daho waters. W also
wanted to mmke conparisons between Fish and Ganme Regions, between
resi dent and nonresident anglers and between different user groups. W
t hought the survey should represent opinions and preferences in
proportion to the type of licenses sold. To acconplish those
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objectives, we determined that a mninum of 400 respondents would be
needed for each data set for that information to fall within the 95%
confidence limt that a particular response was within five percentage
points of a true response. That |evel of response was achieved for all

conpari sons nade

Survey Bias

In a effort to measure any potential angler response bias, we
randomy selected a subsanple of nanmes of people who had failed to
return a conpleted questionnaire. From this |ist of nanes, we
conducted a tel ephone survey and asked sel ected questions fromthe nail
survey. We then conpared answers fromthe mail survey response and the
foll owup tel ephone survey.

Questionnaire Analysis

We summarized all data to provide a statew de overvi ew. We
extracted regional information by county of residence. Nonr esi dent
anglers were grouped by state of residency. Al responses were

correlated with sociological features such as age, sex, narital status
participation in sportsnen groups and type of termnal tackle
preferred.

For the nobst part, | have used only data from anglers that
provided a response. Were a lack of a response provides sone
significant insight into angler opinions and preferences, that data

will be provided. Some questions offered "no opinion"™ as a question
response. A "no opinion" response will be treated as a response and
differs from "no response". In all cases, the nunber of respondents

used to calculate a given percentage, on any one question, is expressed
as the N value for that question. Some questions provided the survey
recipient with the opportunity to give nmore than one response. In
those cases, | felt it nore appropriate to present the raw return data
rat her than a percent.

Resear chers have recognized that this type of survey will provide
a poor estimate of days fished. In this survey, | asked individuals to
report days fished for each type of fishery they participated in. As
one individual could fish for nore than one type of fish at any one

time, | would obtain a gross overestimate of total days fished by
sunming the estimtes of individual fishery types. To obtain a
realistic estinmate of total days fished, | sumed the days reported

fished for each type of fishery and divided by the sum of the anglers
fishing each fishery type (reported days per angler). The resultant
days fished per fisherman was then multiplied by the total nunber of
licenses sold to arrive at total days fished. The estimated nunber of
days fished for each fishery type is given as a percent of the total

Results presented for the number of days fishing or steel head are
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conparable to the 1987 estimates presented in the Estinmated 1987 Spring
St eel head Season Harvest and Effort Survey (MArthur, 1988).

RESULTS

Angl er Profile

Age

The 30-39 age class had the greatest number of respondents
(24.59% . The 40-49 age class and the 20-29 age class had the next
hi ghest response with 21.1% and 13.5, respectively. The 14-19 age
class had the | owest response, with only 6.1% of the returns. The 1987
angler profile reflects a slightly higher percent of responses in the
30-39 age group than reported by Gordon in 1967 (Table 1) but has
remai ned essentially unchanged over the past 20-year period. The | ower
percentage of juvenile anglers, from 1967 to 1987, could represent a
decline in fishing interest, or a general decline in the nunber of
juvenil es.

Sex

Mal e angl ers out nunmbered females in the survey by a margin of 3:1
(Table 2). Nonr esi dent mal es purchased 81.5% of the nonresident
license sales as conpared to 71.2% for resident anglers. CGor don
reported a 4:1 male to female ratio in 1967. This data is also
conparable to reported material from California (Fletcher, 1988)
Washi ngton (Mangillo, 1988) and Montana (Allen, 1988).

Resi dence

| daho resident anglers purchased 63.41 of the licenses sold in
I daho during 1987 and returned 68.5% of the questionnaires. Resident
conbination licenses to hunt and fish nmade up 34.2% of the |icenses
sold (Table 3). Nonresident season fishing |icenses nmade up 6% of the
licenses sold, while 10-day, 3-day and 1-day licenses totaled 30%
Anglers from California, Washington, Utah, Oregon and Montana conbi ned
to make up about 75% of all nonresident fishing licenses sold in the

state of Idaho during 1987 (Table 4). In 1967, 81.5% of al
nonr esi dent reporting came fromthose same five states (Gordon, 1970).
| daho residents, living within |Idaho Department of Fish and Gane Regi on

3 (Fig. 1), provided 38.1% of the questionnaire returns. Region 3 also
has 36.3% of the state's population (Table 5). Regions 1, 2, 4, 5, and
6 returned 12.5% 10.3% 12.8% 13.0% 12.3% of the questionnaires,
respectively. Results fromthe angler opinion survey conducted in 1978
i ndicate that the distribution of fishermen within |Idaho has changed
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Table 1. Age class of survey respondents by percent, for the
total sanple, resident only and nonresident only
angl er, 1967 and 1987.

AGE CLASS (years)
14-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+

21.1 16.1 18.7
22.1 19.7 14.7

Entire Sample (87) 6.1 13.5 24.
(67) 9.7 16. 7 18.

[l @) ]

Resi dent s (87) 7.1 14.5 25.6 20.4 15.4 17.1
(67) 12.3 17.3 17.2 20.8 19.0 13.4

11. 3 22.2 22.6 17.7 22.3

Non residents (87) 9
3 15.8 19.3 23.9 20.5 15.1

(67)

Table 2. Sex of survey participants, by percent, for total
sanpl e, resident only and nonresident only, 1987

Sanpl e Resi dent Nonr esi dent
Mal e 74. 4 71.2 81.5
Femal e 24. 6 28.8 18.5

Table 3. Percent of 1987 licenses sal es and percent of
questionnaire returns by |icense type.

Li cense Type Percent Sol d Percent Response
Resi dent conbi nati on* 34.2 44.9
Season fish# 30.1 24. 6
Nonr esi dent season 6.0 8.9
Nonr esi dent 10- day 5.2 8.6
Nonr esi dent 3- day 11.0 9.6
Nonr esi dent 1-day 13.6 3.5

*I ncl udes regul ar resident conbination, junior conbination and
seni or conbi nati on.

#l ncl udes regul ar season fish, junior resident fish and senior
resi dent fish.
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little over the past ten years.

Fam |y

Just over one-half (54.19% of all survey respondents stated that
they had a spouse that fished in 1987. Nearly 20% reported they were
not married. Mre resident than nonresident anglers reported they have
a spouse that fished in Idaho (Fig. 2)

In ldaho, resident children under the age of 14 do not need a
license to fish, nor do nonresident children under 14 when acconpani ed
by an individual with a valid ldaho |icense. The nunber of <children
under the age of 14 in each household ranged from 0 to 20, with an
average of 2.1 per respondent that reported having children living at
honme. Over 65% of the households indicated that they did not have any
children under 14 living at hone.

Only 30% of all households stated that they had children under 14
living at honme that participated in fishing. The nean nunber of
children that fished was 1.8 per famly. A sinple expansion from the
nunmber of licenses sold (421,727) mnus the nunber of |icense buyers
that said they did not fish (3% wll yield 629,975 total anglers
fishing I daho waters.

Sportsmen Organi zati ons

Overall, only one fisherman in five indicated that he belonged to
an organized sportsnmen group. Resident fishermen tend to be less
group-oriented than the nonresident anglers, with less than 16% that
bel onged to any organi zed sportsnen group (Table 6). |daho Departnment
of Fish and Gane Regions 4 and 5 had the greatest percent of
respondents reporting nenbership in a sportsmen group.

Boat Omnership

Thirty-five percent of the responding anglers stated that they
owned a boat for fishing in 1987. Only one-fourth of the nonresident
anglers said that they owned boats used for fishing, while resident
"Residents of |daho Departnent of Fish and Gane Region 1 reported the
hi ghest percentage of respondents that own a boat used for fishing
(58% . Responses by anglers fromthe other regions ranged from 34.2%to
39. 4% that own boats used for fishing (Table 7).
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Tabl e 4.

Percent of 1987 nonresident anglers by state of
resi dence, for the top five states only.

Percent Nonresi dence by State
California Washi ngton Utah Oregon Mntana

1967 27.2 25.6 17.6 6.2 4.9
1987 23.8 22.4 18.1 5.9 4.0
Table 5. Population statistics 1975 to 1985 and 1977 to 1987
questionnaire returns, by percent, by region of
resi dence for lIdaho resident anglers.
Popul ati on Response
Regi on 1975 1985 1977 1987
1 11.8 15. 6 13.5 12.5
2 10.6 6.0 10.6 10.3
3 33.9 36.3 32.8 39.1
4 15.3 14.9 14.7 12.8
5 14.5 14.1 13.5 13.0
6 13.9 13.1 14.9 12.3
Tabl e 6. Percent of survey respondents that belong to organized
sportsnmen organi zations during 1987.
Response
Regi on N Yes No
1 725 16.0 84.0
2 596 16. 4 83.6
3 2225 15.8 84. 2
4 742 34.2 65. 8
5 752 34.7 65. 3
6 788 14.9 85.1
Nonr esi dent 2692 25.2 74.8
Total sanple 8599 18. 7 25.6
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Managenent Preferences

Li cense Price

The mpjority (81% of anglers that fish ldaho waters felt the
price they paid for a license was "about right." Seventy-eight percent
of the nonresident anglers stated that they felt the license price was
about right, and 21Z thought the price too high (Table 8).

Bag Limts

Over two-thirds of all respondents felt that the current trout
limt of 6 fish was "just about right." Those who felt that the
current limt was "too few' accounted for only 15.6% of the respondents
(Table 9). In 1968, with a trout limt of 15 fish, anglers thought the
limts "about right" (Gordon 1970).

Current ldaho regulations allow no nore than one daily bag limt
in possession while in the field or in transit. Because of the
frequency of nultiple-day fishing trips, some anglers have expressed a
desire to retain in possession two daily bag limts from | akes and
reservoirs. Wth the understanding that catch rates could be reduced,
55% of the responding anglers said they would not want an increased
possession limt, while 31% said they would (Table 10).

Hat chery Trout

The 1daho Department of Fish and Game raises primarily 8- to
9-inch rainbow trout for the put-and-take trout program Based on this
opi ni on survey, alnost one-half of the anglers would prefer that the
Departnment continue stocking primarily 8- to 9-inch rainbow trout as
catchables (Table 11). However, over one-third of the respondents
i ndicated a preference for having a few larger trout stocked, even if
it neans overall nunbers of trout available for stocking would be
reduced by one-third. Nonresident anglers seem about evenly split on
the question, with 37% in favor of larger trout stocked and 38%
opposed. Resident fishernen appeared more enphatic that they did not
want nunbers reduced in favor of a few larger trout. About 50% of the
resident anglers opposed larger fish at the expense of nunbers, while
just over 30% favored | arger hatchery trout.

Both resident and nonresident anglers seem satisfied with the
quality of trout produced by the I|daho Departnent of Fish and Gane.
Overall, 56% of the survey respondents feel the quality of trout
planted is either good or excellent, with 27.2% stating that the
quality is either fair or poor (Table 12).

TOM 15



Table 7. Percent of survey respondents that reported owning a
boat used for fishing during 1987, by area of

resi dence
Response
Regi on N Yes No
1 728 58.0 42.0
2 599 38.6 61.4
3 2227 39.3 60.7
4 740 34.2 65.8
5 756 34.7 65.3
6 786 37.8 62. 2
Nonr esi dent 2693 24.6 75.4
Total sanple 8599 35.2 64.8

Table 8. (pinions expressed on the price paid for a license to
fish Idaho waters in 1987, by area of residence.

Response

Regi on N About Ri ght Too High Too Low
1 719 83.1 14.9 2.0
2 588 82.1 15.3 2.6
3 2199 82.9 13.8 3.3
4 740 79.7 17.7 2.6
5 746 85.4 11.9 2.7
6 780 80.6 16.3 3.1

Nonr esi dent 2646 78.1 21.1 0.8

Total Sanple 8599 81.1 16.7 2.2
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Tabl e 9. Opi ni ons expressed on the nunber of fish allowed in
the statewide 6-trout bag Iimt in 1987.

Response

Reqi on N Too Many Too few About R ght

1 722 6.5 20.8 65.1

2 590 5.1 29.3 60. 0

3 2194 57 17.7 70.9

4 683 6.4 17.0 71.3

5 746 7.5 14.2 73.7

6 777 7.7 14.5 72.7
Nonr esi dent 2654 15.3 9.8 65.5
Total sanmple 8419 9.1 15.6 68. 4

Tabl e 10. Percent of survey participants that would or woul d not
support a possession limt of two daily bag limts on
| akes and reservoirs, knowi ng that catch rates m ght

decl i ne.
Resi dence
Response Sanpl e  NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Yes 30.9 32.6 29.4 33.1 33.2 29.0 26.9 241
No 55.0 48. 9 58.2 51.0 55.1 58.5 62.2 650
No Opi ni on 14. 1 18.5 12.4 15.9 11.7 12.6 10.9 10.9
= 8390 2643 720 720 2191 739 741 771

Tabl e 11. Percent of opinions expressed by survey participants
regardi ng the conversion of a portion of the 9-inch
hat chery trout production to 12-inch trout, know ng
that one 12-inch trout will replace three 9-inch trout
in the hatchery.

Resi dence
_Response Sanpl e NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Yes 34.2 36.7 26.7 31.4 36.3 35.2 33.9 28.4
No 45. 8 38.7 54.9 50.7 46.8 46.4 47.7 53.2
No opi ni on 20.0 24.6 18.4 17.9 16.9 18.4 18.5 18.4
N = 8487 2667 721 598 2219 745 753 784

TOM 17



More nonresident fishermen gave trout stocked by the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game an "excellent” rating than did resident
fishermen. Region 3 respondents gave the Fish and Game hatchery
product the highest ratings of resident anglers, while Region 1 gave
the | owest ratings.

W Ild Trout

The majority of Idaho anglers still feel that wild trout should
receive protection (Table 13) and not be replaced with hatchery trout.
Gordon (1970) reported that anglers also favored restricting the
harvest of wild trout. Mallet (1980) found anglers wanted wild trout
protection by a margin of 47% to 37% Nonresident anglers in this
survey favored wild trout protection by a greater margin than did
resi dent anglers.

Regions 6 and 5 had the narrowest ratios in favor of wild trout
protection, with about 47% favoring protection of wild trout and 35%
favoring replacement of wild trout with hatchery trout. Region 3
angl ers provided the widest ratio in favor of wild trout protection,
with 54% favoring protection of wild trout and 29% preferring
repl acement of wild trout with hatchery fish.

Mal l et reported that he may have solicited a biased response to
this question by |eading anglers to believe that hatchery trout could
replace wild trout without. any biological inmpacts. This survey also
could have led anglers to believe no biological impacts would occur if
wild trout were replaced with hatchery trout.

Quality/ Trophy Trout

A majority of Idaho Anglers would like to have additional waters
managed to provide |arger than average trout at increased catch rates,
even knowing some restrictions would be needed. There remains,
however, a large block of anglers that said they would not |I|ike
additional restrictions to produce |arger fish (Table 14). Nonresident
fishermen would be more supportive of trophy trout management (61%)
than would resident fishermen (51% . Region 5 fishermen expressed the
greatest desire to have additional waters managed for trophy trout
wat ers and Region 6 the |east.

In 1967, 60% of the respondents from Gordon's survey indicated
that "fishing for fun" (catch-and-release) was a worthwhile idea. In
1980, Mallet reported that 78% of the 1978 survey respondents stated
"special regulations are a worthwhile idea," but only 42% had fished
waters with special regulations. Although |I did not ask the identical
question, "Do you think fishing for fun is a worthwhile idea?", results
presented bel ow should be conparable to 1967 and 1978 survey returns.
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Table 12. Rating of the quality of trout stocked by the Idaho
Departnent of Fish and Game, by percent of survey
respondent .

Response

Resi dence N Excel | ent Good Fair Poor No Qpi ni on

Sanpl e 8480 10.1 46. 4 21.5 5.7 15.3
NonRes. 2658 13. 4 43.9 12.9 3.0 26.7
1 724 4.8 37.2 28.6 13.1 16. 3
2 598 7.0 42. 8 28.9 8.0 13.2
3 2220 11.0 52.6 21.4 3.8 11. 2
4 746 9.9 48. 0 26.3 6.3 9.5
5 751 6.7 45. 9 30.4 9.2 7.9
6 784 6.6 47.5 25.9 7.8 12.3

Tabl e 13. Angler preference regarding protection of wild trout in
| daho streans.

Restri ct Repl ace

Regi on Wl d Trout Harvest W1l d Trout N

Sanpl e 55.8 27. 4 8455

Nonr es. 65.0 20.0 2620
1 53.1 31.0 719
2 50.9 29.8 587
3 53.9 29.1 2212
4 50.6 30.7 743
5 48.5 32.4 747
6 47. 2 35.2 779

Tabl e 14. Angler preferences regardi ng the nanagenent of
additional waters to provide larger trout at increased
catch rates, knowing restrictions would be needed, by
percent of survey participants, by area of residence.

Resi dence
Response Sampl e NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Yes 54.2 61.1 48.3 48.9 52.5 51.7 54.1 47.4
No 30.5 21.0 39.2 36.7 29.1 32.6 32.7 38.8
No- opi ni on 15. 3 17.9 12.5 14.4 17.0 15.8 19.1 18.8
N = 8455 2661 722 592 2211 739 748 782
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Respondents to this survey indicate that the 1987 fishing
popul ation is equally divided on the issue of catch-and-release
fishing. Just over 44% of the responding anglers said that they would
continue to fish their favorite streans if they had to release all fish
caught, while 50% said they would not and 5% had no opinion (Table
15). However, when asked if they would fish a stream or lake if it
could provide the opportunity to catch trophy trout, even know ng all
trout would have to be rel eased, 48% said they would fish such a water,
while 45% said they would not (Table 16). A greater percentage of
nonresi dents would favor catch-and-release fishing from their favorite
stream (55% and, if provided, the opportunity to catch larger fish
(59% .

Catch-and-rel ease fishing does not appear as attractive to nost
resident fishernmen. Overall, only 38% of the resident anglers said
they would fish their favorite streamif all trout had to be rel eased.
If they had the opportunity to catch trophy trout from a
catch-and-rel ease streamor |ake, only 422 said they would fish that
body of water. Regi on 3 anglers seened nost favorable to
catch-and-rel ease fishing. Forty-three percent of the Region 3
fishermen gave a positive reaction to catch-and-release fishing on a
favorite stream and 48% said they would fish a catch-and-rel ease water
if given the opportunity to catch a trophy trout. Fly fishermen and
anglers belonging to sportsmen organizations were nore inclined to
support catch-and-rel ease managenent than were either bait or lure
fishermen. Lure fishermen did have a significantly greater nunber of
fishernmen in favor of catch-and-rel ease fishing than bait fishernen.

G ven that some type of restriction would be needed to increase
the size and catch rates of trout on a given water, nost |daho anglers

would prefer reduced bag limts. The data also indicates a |arge
nunber of anglers would prefer artificial tackle restrictions and size
restrictions. Shorter seasons were the |east attractive option to

increase the size of fish or to provide better catch rates. There
appeared to be very little difference in the response between regions.
Regions 1, 4, 5 and 6 favored reduced bag limts, wth size
restrictions as the second choice. Regions 2 and 3 reversed the order
of the two top preferences (Table 17).

Program Enphasi s

The mejority of the respondents stated they would favor greater
enphasis for all programs |isted except warmwater fisheries (Table
18). Habitat protection solicited the highest percentage of anglers in
favor of providing additional program enphasis (72% and the | owest
percentage favoring | ess enphasis (3% . Mre program enphasis for wild
trout, hatchery production for streanms and salnon and steelhead
solicited high responses fromall anglers. Nonresident anglers favored
an even greater enphasis on wild trout and habitat protection. Greater
enphasis for warmwnat er prograns received the | east nunber of responses
(6,796), the |owest percentage favoring nore program enphasis (30%,
and the highest percentages in favor of less (14% or no change (58%
i n program enphasis.
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Tabl e 15. Percent of anglers that would or would not continue to
fish their favorite streamif they had to rel ease al
trout caught.

Resi dence
Response Sanpl e NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Yes 44.1 55.3 32.9 35.0 43.2 36.0 30.6 38.9
No 50.5 38.6 60.2 59.5 51.0 59.0 58.5 57.5
No opi ni on 5.4 6.1 6.9 5.5 5.8 4.6 2.9 3.7
N = 8515 2684 726 598 2220 747 755 785

Tabl e 16. Percent of anglers that would or would not fish a | ake
or streamif it provided the opportunity to catch
trophy trout, even if all fish had to be rel eased.

Resi dence
Response Sanpl e  NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Yes 48. 4 58.3 37.0 41.3 48.3 44.5 40.8 41.8
No 45. 2 34.3 57.4 51.2 45.5 50.4 54.5 57.5
No opi ni on 5.4 7.4 5.7 7.5 6.3 6.3 4.9 5.5
N = 8483 2676 725 598 2213 742 753 783

Tabl e 17. Types of restrictions anglers would prefer to increase
the size and catch rates of trout, know ng that
restriction would be needed.

Resi dence

Restriction Sanpl e Nonres 1 2 3 4 5 6
Artificial tackle 21.5 26.9 20.9 21.1 18.6 15.8 17.9 18.5
Reduced bag limt 31.1 32.1 28.4 25.7 31.3 32.2 30.2 32.6
Shorter season 13. 4 8.9 16.2 17.4 14.3 17.8 15.9 16.0
Size restriction 26.0 25.6 27.1 26.2 27.6 24.7 25.7 23.7
No opi ni on 8.0 6.5 7.5 9.6 8.2 9.6 10.3 9.2
N = 14290 4917 1181 953 3669 1155 1180 1235
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This information indicates little change from 1978 where Mall et
reported that 69% of the reporting fishernen favored increased program
enphasis on protection and enhancement of wild trout, 68% favored nore
enphasis on habitat protection and 61% stated a preference for ngjor
enphasis on hatchery production. Only 40% of the 1978 reporting
angl ers stated they would favor nore enphasis on warmvat er fi shing.

Fi shing Contests and Tournanents

Over one-third of all Ildaho anglers would like to have fishing
contests in Idaho regulated (Table 19). Twenty-two percent of the
anglers felt that fishing contests should not be regul ated and anot her
17% said contests should be prohibited. Nonresidents had a greater
percentage of fishernen that favored regulating tournaments and
contests (42% than did resident anglers (35%.

War mnat er Fi sh Managenent

Even knowing that restrictions would be needed, 47% of the survey
respondents stated they would favor a nanagenent program that would
increase the catch rates for bass larger than 15 inches (Table 20).
Fly fishermen and organi zed sportsmen were nore supportive of a quality

bass regulation than were lure or bait fishermen. O those anglers
that fish for bass, 38% stated the smallest |argenouth bass they woul d
keep would be 12 inches, and 33% would keep | argemouth 10 inches in
l ength (Table 21). The response changed slightly for small nmouth bass,
with 40% selecting a 10-inch bass and 32% selecting 12 inches as the
smal | est size they would keep (Table 22). The majority of nonresident
angl ers picked 12 inches as the smallest size they would keep for both
| ar gemout h bass and smal | nobut h bass.

Most  (38% of the reporting warmwvater anglers consider a
| argemout h bass greater than 16 inches a quality, while 24% would
consider a 14-inch | argemouth bass a quality size (Table 23).
One-third of Idaho warmwater fishernen consider a 14-inch small nouth
bass a quality bass and another one-third would consider 16 inches as a
quality size (Table 24).

In an attenpt to provide increased diversity and angling
opportunity, the Idaho Departnent of Fish and Gane has introduced
walleye into three Idaho reservoirs. Current Fish and Game policy
l[imts walleye introductions to waters in which walleye will not have
the opportunity to inpact other fisheries or will not have access to
other waters. The majority (58.6% of |Idaho anglers responding to this
survey would agree with continuation of that policy and do not want
wal | eye introduced into other waters if they could inpact other
fisheries. Only 18.8% of the respondents stated that they would I|ike
to have walleye expanded at the expense of resident fisheries (Table
25).
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Tabl e 18. Anglers' opinions regarding the degree of program
enphasi s that shoul d be devoted to various prograns.

Program Enphasi s

No
Pr ogr ams More Less Change N
Hat chery trout production for | akes 54.8 6.5 38.7 7502
Protection and of wild trout 67.3 5.1 27.6 7618
Warmwat er fisheries 30.3 14. 55.6 6796
Hat chery production for streans 60.0 5.1 27.6 7417
Habitat protection 71.7 3.1 25.2 7540
Sal non and st eel head 60.0 5.5 34.5 7398

Tabl e 19. Anglers' opinions regarding regulation of fishing
contests and tournaments.

%Tot al Resi dent Nonr esi dent
Option % % %
Shoul d renmai n unr egul at ed 22.2 26. 2 14. 7
Shoul d be regul at ed 38.5 35.3 42.1
Shoul d be prohi bited 17.3 16. 7 20.3
No obi ni on 21.9 21.9 22.9
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Tabl e 20. Angl ers' opi nions regardi ng the nmanagenent of |akes and
ponds to provide bass greater than 15 inches at
i ncreased catch rates, knowing that restrictions would

be needed.
Resi dence
Response Sanpl e NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Yes 46.9 47.0 50.4 50.4 48.9 44.3 45.4 38.9
No 19.5 12.1 30.8 23.8 25.4 19.2 17.7 17.1
No opi ni on 33.5 4.9 18.8 25.8 25.7 36.4 36.8 44.0
N = 8490 2675 725 601 2212 744 752 782
Tabl e 21. Shortest |argemouth bass, in inches, the |Idaho angler

woul d consi der keeping, if not restricted.

Total NonRes. Regi ons
Lengt h X X 1 2 3 4 5 6
6 in 1.8 1.0 1.6 1.3 1.9 2.0 3.4 27
8 " 9.3 5.2 7.9 12.3 10.4 10.4 13.2 12.6
10 " 33.3 26.6 28.2 39.2 38.1 35.2 35.7 32.8
12 " 38.1 42.4 41.1 35.4 37.2 36.2 32.1 34.0
14 17.5 24.8 21.2 11.8 12.4 16.2 15.7 17.9

Tabl e 22. Shortest smallnmouth bass, in inches, the Idaho angler would
consi der keeping, if not restricted.

Total NonRes. Regi ons
Lengt h % % 1 2 3 4 5 6
6 in. 2.7 1.8 2.4 2.9 2.4 35 46 4.8
8 13.9 10.3 10.2 15.6 15.2 15.7 18.8 16.7
10 40.4 34.1 36.0 49.1 46.3 40.4 40.2 34.3
12 32.3 38.0 39.3 26.7 29.2 29.5 25.2 32.6
14 10.8 15.9 12.2 5.8 7.1 10.9 11.2 11.6
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Tabl e 23. Length, in inches, of |argemouth bass Idaho anglers

woul d consider a quality size.

Total NonRes. Regi ons
Lengt h % % 1 2 3 4 5 6
12 in. 13.6 10. 6 15.5 17.1 14.0 15.6 13.7 13.8
14 24.3 22.1 22.0 28.8 26.4 23.7 22.9 23.7
16 " 38.0 38.4 40.7 36.4 37.0 37.8 39.8 36.5
8 " 17.1 19.5 14.8 14.3 16.2 16.4 17.6 19.4
20 " 7.1 9.5 7.0 3.5 6.4 6.6 6.0 6.6
Tabl e 24. Length, in inches, of smallnmuth bass Idaho anglers
woul d consider a quality size
Tot al NonRes. Regi ons
Lengt h % % 1 2 3 4 5 6
12 in. 23.4 23.4 27.6 25.1 24.3 25.5 20.8 13.8
14 " 34.7 33.6 33.2 40.0 33.8 30.5 32.5 23.7
16 " 30.2 30.5 28.3 27.4 31.0 30.5 32.7 36.5
18 " 9.8 8.8 6.9 5.5 8.3 9.5 10.1 19.4
20 " 4.9 3.6 4.1 2.1 2.6 40 4.0 6.6

Tabl e 25. Anglers' opinions regarding the expansion of walleye, in

percent, by area of residence.

Resi dence
Response Sanpl e NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Yes 18.8 12.9 27.8 24.2 23.2 17.6 19.1 15.0
No 58.6 59.2 56.1 56.2 57.0 64.5 57.9 60.2
No opi nion 22.6 27.9 16.1 19.6 19.8 17.9 23.0 24.8
N = 8380 2624 722 591 2188 737 741 774
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Tabl e 26. Angl ers' opinions regardi ng i ncreased fishing infornmation
fromthe Idaho Departnent of Fish and Gane, in percent, by
area of residence.

Resi dence
Response  Sanpl e NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Yes 55.3 55.0 50.8 49.6 56.9 58.5 60.4 52.2
No 31.1 25.0 38.5 37.8 33.1 29.4 29.2 37.7
No opinion 13.6 20.0 10.8 12.7 10.1 12.1 10.5 10.1
N = 8397 2632 723 593 2197 737 741 771

Tabl e 27. Most preferred species of fish in percent of the sanple

total, 1987.
Col dwat er=77. 4 War mnat er =22. 6

Speci es % Speci es %
Rai nbow t r out 20.8 Any Bass 7.1
Any trout 13.2 Crappi e 3.2
Cutthroat trout 11.9 Per ch 2.8
St eel head trout 7.2 Catfish 3.0
Brook trout 6.6 Lar genout h bass 1.9
Brown trout 6.5 Wl | eye 1.6
Kokanee 3.6 Snal | nout h bass 1.4
Anadr onous chi nook 2.3 Bl uegi I | 0.9
Lake trout 1.8 Pi ke 0.5
Bul I trout 1.3 O her speci es 0.2
Coho 1.0

Q her speci es 1.2
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Thr oughout the survey, a consistent 30-35% of the respondents gave
a "no opinion" response to "warmwvater" fishery-related questions. This
would seemto indicate that, at a mninum about 30% of the responding
anglers did not participate in any warnwater program

Public Infornmation

During the previous 15-year planning period, the |daho Departnment
of Fish and Ganme has had a policy against "hot spotting." That is, we
woul d not direct angler effort for fear of revealing the favorite spot
of another fisherman or increasing effort to the point where the
quality of fishing was inpacted. Results from this survey, however,
i ndi cates that anglers would like the Idaho Departnent of Fish and Ganme
to place sone additional effort into providing better informational
tools to the angler (Table 26). Also, about one-third of the state's
fishermen came from outside the state of |daho and spent | ess than ten
days fishing lIdaho waters; those fishernmen need sone direction if they
hope to have an enjoyable experience. Information and education
efforts should be directed towards "general" information or towards
war myvat er or hatchery-supported trout fisheries that can w thstand or
need additional fishing pressure.

Pr ef er ences

Preferred Species

The majority (77X) of Idaho anglers that fished in 1987 preferred
fishing for col dwater species. About 23% of the anglers fished
primarily for warmvater species (Table 27). Anglers preferring trout
speci es al one made up about 65% of the survey respondents, down about
14 percentage points from 1977. Warmwat er preferences increased nearly
16 percentage points during the same tine period. Col dwater fishery
preferences varied by region. The greatest proportion of col dwater
fishermen (92% reside in Region 6 . The |owest proportion (70% of
col dwater fishermen came from Region 1. Over 85% of the nonresident
angl ers prefer catching col dwater species.

Rai nbow trout were by far the npbst preferred species, with any
trout and cutthroat trout the next nost desired. Preferences for
| ar genout h bass, snall nouth bass and any bass total ed 10% of the survey
respondents. Steel head and anadronpus salnon were the species
preferred by 7% and 2% of the responding anglers, respectively.
Rai nbow trout were the nost preferred species in Regions 5, 4, 6 and
with nonresident anglers (Table 28).

Cutthroat trout and rainbow trout were the nost preferred species

in Region 1. Anglers in Region 3 nost preferred any trout and rai nbow
trout, while Region 2 anglers preferred steel head, cutthroat trout,
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Tabl e 28. Most preferred species of fish in percent by area of

1987.
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rai nbow trout and any trout. Regions 1 and 3 had the greatest percent
of reporting anglers that stated a preference for warmwvater species in
general .

During 1987, 84% of the anglers responding to the survey indicated
they had fished for rainbow trout at |east once during the year. The
next nost fished for species were cutthroat trout, brook trout, brown
trout and lake trout. Largemouth bass and smallmuth bass were the
most fished for warmwvater species, with 22% of all anglers having
fished for each of themat |east once (Table 29).

Preferred Water

The Snake River is, by far, the mpst fished water in the state of
Il daho, with 10% of the survey respondents placing it as one of the
three nost fished waters. The Salnmon River, Cascade Reservoir, the
Clearwater River and the Boise River were the next nost frequently
fished waters (Table 30). Cascade Reservoir, the Clearwater River and
the Boise River were the nost fished waters contained within a single
region. Mallet (1980) reported that anglers fishing Idaho waters
during 1977 also named the Snake River as the nost fished body of
water. They also naned Cascade Reservoir as the nmost fished body of
water within a single region.

Coeur d' Alene Lake and Pend Oreille Lake drew the |argest nunber
of fishermen from Region 1 (Table 31). In Region 2, anglers nost
frequently fished the Clearwater River, Dworshak Reservoir and the
Snake River. Cascade Reservoir, the Snake River and the Boise River
were the nost frequently fished waters in Region 3. Anderson Ranch
Reservoir on the Boise River received al nost 3% of the Region 3 angling
use, yet is managed by Region 4. Anglers in Region 4 listed the Snake
Ri ver and Magic Reservoir as the nmost fished by those residents. The
Sal mon River was preferred by alnpost 8% of Region 4 anglers. Wthin
Region 5, the Snake River, Anerican Falls Reservoir and the Bl ackfoot
Ri ver and Bl ackfoot Reservoir appear as the nobst fished waters. Five
of the top ten waters, as given by anglers in Region 5, |ie outside
that region. Island Park Reservoir, Palisades Reservoir and Henry's
Lake lie in Region 6, and the Big Wod River is in Region 4. Anglers
in Region 6 preferred fishing the Snake River, the Sal non River and
Island Park Reservoir. Nonresident anglers fished primarily on the
Snake river, the Salmon River, the Henry's Fork of the Snake River,
Henry's Lake and Pend Oreille Lake.

Preferred Water Type

Anglers that fished rivers and streans at |east once made up 45%
of the survey respondents, as conpared to 41%for |akes and reservoirs
and 14% for high nountain |akes. Rivers and streans drew the |argest
nunber of coldwater fishermen, while warmmvater fishernmen were attracted
primarily to | akes and reservoirs. Fishing for rainbow trout had the
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Tabl e 29. Percent of anglers returning survey questionnaires that

fi shed of each species at

| east once during 1987.

Percent of Reporting Anglers

Non- Regi ons

SPECI ES Total Res. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Per ch 21.3 9.2 44.3 9.4 32.8 32.319.2 9.6
Bl uegi | | / punpki nseed 13. 4 6.6 16.6 7.6 21.4 17.3 18.8 6.6
Crappi e 19.7 8.5 45.6 13.6 40.2 11.4 4.3 3.9
Smal | nout h bass 22.3 11.9 23.2 39.6 40.8 17.7 10.5 7.1
Lar genobut h bass 22.6 13.9 46.3 21.9 34.8 15.8 18.7 6.6
wal | eye 4.2 3.1 3.1 1.3 3.3 15.3 5.8 1.9
Pi ke 3.1 2.5 17.7 4.3 1.0 0.8 0.5 1.0
St eel head trout 19.5 12.7 15.8 50.3 19.8 18.9 17.0 24.4
Anadr onous chi nook 2.9 1.8 3.1 3.0 4.0 3.7 3.0 2.0
Landl ocked chi nook 6.0 4.2 17.5 4.8 6.8 4.0 3.9 4.3
Cutthroat trout 49.8 49.7 66.3 56.3 33.1 33.071.6 72.6
Rai nbow t rout 83.9 80.1 76.5 78.6 86.4 90.389.2 89.1
Br ook trout 46.3 39.4 46.4 42.7 43.6 45.4 64.7 64.0
Bul | trout 17.1 13.1 23.9 24.8 20.5 14.1 14.9 16.4
Brown trout 30.6 34.2 19.2 8.6 19.4 38.3 48.0 53.4
Lake trout 23.7 17.6 29.6 19.0 25.1 28.3 32.3 32.8
Kokanee 2i..516.7 51.4 33.6 23.4 11.8 12.5 23.0
Catfish 18.8 7.3 19.7 17.7 38.9 25.3 9.5 4.3
St ur geon 3.1 1.8 1.9 7.3 5.1 4.3 0.9 1.0
Whi t efi sh 9.7 6.2 12.4 12.1 11.5 6.4 9.9 15.5
Nongane 13.8 1.6 3.6 4.0 57 4.3 6.7 2.8
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Table 30. The ten nost frequently fished waters from throughout
I daho as given by survey respondents for

the state of

1987.

Wat er % Regi on
Snake River 10. 3 2,3,4,5,6
Sal nrbn Ri ver 5.1 2,3,6
Cascade Reservoir 3.7 3
Cl earwater River 2.6 2
Boi se Ri ver 2.5 3
Henry's Lake 2.5 6
Bi g Wod Ri ver 2.4 4
I sl and Park Res. 2.1 6
Coeur D Al ene Lake 2.1 1
Pend Oreill e Lake 2.1 1
Payette River 2.1 3
Lucky Peak Res. 2.0 3
N = 8599
TOV 31



Tabl e 31. Most

frequently fished waters as given by survey

respondents for area of residence during 1987.
Region 1 Regi on 2
Wat er % Wat er %
Couer D' Al ene Lake 12.4 Cl earwat er River 19. 3
Pend Oreill e Lake 10.7 Dwor shak Reservoir 10. 8
Couer D' Alene River 6.5 Snake River 10. 2
Hayden Lake 5.6 North Fork Cl earwater 5.4
St. Joe River 5.2 Sal mon River 5.2
Spirit Lake 4.1 Spring Valley Reservoir 4.3
Hauser Lake 3.6 Lochsa River 2.7
Fernan Lake 3.4 W nchester Lake 2.7
Priest Lake 2.5 Sel way Ri ver 2.3
Cl earwat er River 2.2 Couer D' Al ene Lake 2.3
N=733 N=571
Regi on 3 Regi on 4
Wat er % WATER %
Cascade Reservoir 11.5 Snake River 16.5
Snake River 10. 8 Magi ¢ Reservoir 12.9
Boi se River 7.7 Bi g Wbod Ri ver 11. 4
Lucky Peak Reservoir 6.4 Sal mon Ri ver 7.9
Brownl ee Reservoir 4.3 Sal mon Falls Creek Res. 2.6
Sal mon Ri ver 4.3 Mor man Reservoir 2.5
Lake Lowel |l Res. 3.4 Silver Creek 2.3
C.J. Strike Res. 3.3 Roseworth Reservoir 2.2
Anderson Ranch Res. 2.8 American Falls Res. 2.1
Sout h For k Boi se 2.8
- N=2079 N=683
Region 5 Regi on 6
WAt er % WAt er %
Snake River 11. 8 Snake River 13. 4
Anmerican Falls Res. 6.6 |Island Park Res. 7.9
Bl ackf oot River 6.5 Salmon River 7.7
Bl ackf oot Reservoir 6.4 Palisades Reservoir 7.5
I sl and Par k 4.6 Henry's Lake 5.3
Pal i sades Reservoir 3.7 South Fork Snake River 4.9
Henry's Lake 3.7 Ririe Reservoir 4.5
Sal non River 3.2 Teton River 4.4
Hawki ns Reservoir 2.4 Henry's Fork of Snake 4.1
Big Lost River 2.1 Big Lost River 2.0
N=699 N=745
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Tabl e 31. Conti nued.

Nonr esi dent

Wat er Regi on
Snake River 2,3,4,5,6
Sal non Ri ver 2 6

Henry's fork of Snake
Henry's Lake

Pend Oreill e Lake
Clearwater River (NF)
Bi g Wod Ri ver

Coeur d' Al ene Lake

I sl and Park Reservoir
Silver Creek

Boi se River (M, NF, SF)
Pri est Lake

Payette River (M, NF, SF)

Teton River
Cascade Reservoir
Dwor shak Reservoir
Deep Creek

Devil Creek

Pal i sades Reservoir
Bl ackf oot Reservoir
Boi se River

Magi ¢ Reservoir

N=2448
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| argest nunmber of fishernen attracted to each of the fishery types,
with 5,342 of the 8,599 survey respondents reporting they fished for
rai nbow trout in rivers or streams, 4,075 fished for rainbow trout in
| akes or reservoirs and 2,044 fished for rainbow in high nountain |akes
(Table 32).

The nost preferred water type with the Idaho angler renmnins
streams and rivers, with 56% of the respondents preferring to fish
flowing water, 37% preferring | akes and reservoirs and 6% stating a
preference for high mountain | akes (Table 33). This information
remains virtually unchanged from the two previous surveys. Gordon
(1970) reported 56% of the anglers preferred rivers and streans, and
Mal l et (1980) found that about 58% of all anglers preferred to fish in
rivers or streams. Nonresident anglers preferred rivers and streans
by a larger anmpunt than did the general resident angler

Preferred Fishing Mde

Fishing from the shore, either from the bank or by wading, appears
to be the nmost popular (Table 34), as well as the nost preferred (Table
35), node of fishing. Boat angling seens nore popular with bass and
crappie fishermen, while trout anglers seem to prefer shore or bank
fishing. Only in Region 1 did boat anglers have a greater percent of
t he responses.

Preferred Fishing Methods

O the 8,599 responding anglers, nore said they preferred bait
angling (37% over lure fishing (35% and fly fishing (28%) (Table
36). Bait fishing also received the greatest nunmber of responses for
those that wused each fishing method at |east once (Table 37). The
nonresi dent angler preferred fly fishing (42% over lure/spin fishing
(32% and bait fishing (25%.

The tel ephone survey, conducted to detect any nonresponse bias,
indicated that bait anglers reported at a rate lower than would be
expected. However, the shift occurred towards lure fishing, not use of
flies. As nost lure and bait angler opinions did not differ
significantly, we determined that the bias exerted by nonresponding
bait fishernmen did not influence the overall outcone of the survey.

Days Fi shed

The 421,727 anglers that purchased a license to fish Idaho waters
in 1987 expended a total of 4,491,482 days, for an average of 10.2 days
per fisherman. From 1977 to 1987, the State of |Idaho saw a 4% ncrease
in license sales and a 14% i ncrease in angler use. The average angler
in 1977 spent 9.2 days fishing, as conpared to 10.2 days in 1987.
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Tabl e 32. Nunber of survey participants that fished each water
type at |least once for each fish species during 1987

Mount ai n Lakes and Ri vers and

Speci es Lakes Reservoirs St r eans
Per ch 126 1666 217
Bl uegi I I | punpki nseed 0 1090 126
Cr appi e 0 1599 184
Smal | nout h bass 0 1457 816
Lar genout h bass 0 1749 454
Wal | eye 0 336 45
Pi ke 35 202 19
St eel head 0 0 1647
Anadr onous chi nook sal non 16 62 179
Landl ocked chi nook sal non 65 408 103
Cutt hroat trout 1301 1803 3146
Rai nbow trout 2044 4075 5342
Br ook trout 1065 1028 3388
Bul | trout 383 539 1031
Brown trout 509 1079 2064
Lake trout 714 1565 410
Kokanee/ coho 286 1659 277
Catfish 88 1003 956
St ur geon 0 0 268
Wi tefish 49 157 734
Nongane 37 193 242
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Table 33. Anglers' preferred water type, in percent, by area of
resi dence, 1987.

Regi on N Mount ai n Lakes Lake/ Reservoir Strean R ver
1 632 6.3 57.0 36.7
2 538 5.9 26. 6 67.5
3 1977 9.4 43.5 47.1
4 648 5.1 42.9 52.0
5 661 2.9 37.7 59. 4
6 700 4.7 29.0 66. 3

Sanpl e 7473 6.4 37.5 56. 1

NonRes 2320 5.7 30.5 63.8

Tabl e 34. Numbers of survey participants that fished each node
of fishing for each fishery segment during 1987

Mode of Fishing

Speci es Shor e/ Wade Boat Fl oat Tube Ice Fish
Per ch 1094 926 119 370
Bl uegi I | / punpki nseed 738 517 199 57
Crappi e 858 1125 181 40
Smal | mout h bass 1176 1159 166 21
Lar genout h bass 1054 1251 257 30
wal | eye 120 273 19 15
Pi ke 113 196 7 22
St eel head 1246 815 16 12
Anadr onous chi nook 174 96 8 2
Landl ocked sal non 184 382 13 20
Cutthroat trout 3483 1701 418 179
Rai nbow t r out 5865 3192 742 518
Br ook trout 3583 860 320 87
Bul I trout 1184 496 86 30
Brown trout 2182 941 258 106
Lake trout 1143 1210 124 117
Kokanee/ coho 583 1524 55 145
Catfish 1333 577 37 6
Vi tefish 735 147 27 55
Nongane 284 84 21 17
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Tabl e 35. Anglers' preferred node of fishing by area of residence,
1987.
Regi ons

Preferred node 1 2 3 4 5 6 NR
Shor e/ Wade 39.8 57.9 54.8 58.2 62.3 61.7 59.4
Boat 58.9 40.6 38.3 34.7 32.5 34.5 36.9
Fl oat tube 0.4 1.3 6.5 7.1 3.9 2.7 3.4
Ice fish 0.9 0.2 0.4 0.0 1.3 10.6 0.3

N = 643 535 2002 658 674 643 2359

Tabl e 36. Anglers

preferred nethod of fishing,

in percent, by

area of residence, 1987.
Regi ons

Met hod of Fishing 1 2 3 4 5 6 NR
Lure/spin 49.5 44,9 37.5 28.2 31.2 27.2 32.0
Bai t 30.0 34.2 42.2 50. 3 47.2 46. 8 25.2
Fly 19.2 20.1 19.7 21.2 21.0 25.7 42.2
O her 1.3 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.6

N 642 642 2005 662 670 709 2399
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Tabl e 37. Number of survey participants that fished each nethod
of fishing of each fishery segnent at | east once during

1987.
Met hod of Fi shing

Fi shery Type Lure/ Spin Bai t Fly Q her
Perch 577 1566 143 46
Bl uegi | | / punpki nseed 448 839 271 30
Cr appi e 1172 805 254 85
Smal | nout h bass 1470 941 245 67
Lar genout h bass 1544 831 289 73
Wal | eye 292 200 14 12
Pi ke 205 131 18 9
St eel head trout 1309 782 441 59
Anadr omous chi nook 169 145 33 6
Landl ocked chi nook 385 248 84 28
Cutthroat trout 2503 2337 2164 77
Rai nbow trout 4245 4662 3197 133
Br ook trout 1938 2511 1856 62
Bul | trout 888 876 523 30
Brown trout 1379 1487 1320 46
Lake trout 1357 1306 442 63
Kokanee/ coho 1402 1044 169 78
Catfish 271 1490 35 37
St ur geon 29 246 9 4
Wi tefish 258 535 287 23
Nongame 118 256 43 51
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Continuing the expansion to include the nonlicense buying public, i.e.
those under 14 years of age, | estimted that a total of 629,977
anglers fished Idaho water in 1987. If we can assune that the under 14
year old segnent also expended 10.2 days fishing per fisherman, we
woul d arrive at a total of 6,425, 761 days fished. The 1985 Nati onal
Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wl dlife-Associ ated Recreation reported
an estimated total of 6,622,400 days of use.

Fishing ldaho rivers and streans for trout drew the |argest nunber
of anglers, with 26% of the total days fished. Fishing on |akes and
reservoirs for trout had the next highest nunber of angler days
expended, with 23% of the use (Table 38). People fishing for warmnater
or cool water species expended just over 30% of the total I|daho fishing
days; an increase from 17% in 1977. Region 3 had the greatest percent
of days fished for 12 of the 17 fishery segnments listed in the 1987
survey questionnaire (Table 39). Anglers reported a greater nunber of
days fished for |andlocked salnmon (Region 1), steelhead trout (Region
2), lakes and reservoirs for kokanee (Region 1), |akes and reservoirs
for Pike (Region 1) and walleye (Region 4) in regions other than
Regi on 3.

Angl er Satisfaction

Angl ers expressed overall satisfaction with the nore popul ar |daho
fisheries (Fig. 3). Fifty-two percent of the reporting anglers rated
trout fishing in |lakes and reservoirs as good or excellent and al nost
60% rated the river and stream fishing for trout as good or better.
Hi gh nountain |akes received the best marks for angler satisfaction,
with 19.6% of the anglers giving an excellent rating and 61% giving a
rating of good or better. Anglers seemed generally satisfied with
perch and crappie/sunfish fishing also (Fig 4).

Anadr orous chi nook and steel head received poor satisfaction nmarks
(Fig 5). Mdst anglers felt that fishing for kokanee or coho sal non was
fair to good. Fishing for |Iandlocked chinook salnon, however, was
considered poor (Fig. 6). Anglers generally gave |ower satisfaction
ratings to fisheries for bass, walleye and pike (Fig. 7). Fishing for
whitefish, white sturgeon and "other" species rated fair to good

(Fig. 8).

G ven the large amunts of time and noney devoted to anadronous
prograns and the overall success of steelhead recovery in I|daho, one
m ght expect a higher satisfaction rating than the one observed. The
poor marks mght be partially explained by the poor anadromous fish
returns in 1987. Low satisfaction ratings for warmvater prograns
could, in part, be due to programs that were relatively new in 1987
whi ch inposed a statewide 12-inch mininmm size restriction on bass.
The 12-inch minimm severely restricted the nunber of bass that an
angl er coul d harvest.
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Tabl e 38. Nunmber of days fished by survey participants and
estimated days fished by Idaho anglers that purchased a
license to fish in 1987

Reported Estinmated

Fi shery Type Mean Days Days days
Anadr onous chi nook 5.0 1073 10, 767
Landl ocked chi nook 8.1 2419 37, 889
St eel head trout 8.3 11363 183, 640
Hi gh nmountai n | akes 6.5 10642 135, 060
Lakes and reservoirs for trout 11.9 50005 1,163,771
Lakes and reservoirs for kokanee 9.5 12336 230, 756
Lakes and reservoirs for bass 11. 4 19992 447, 730
Lakes and reservoirs for perch 9.3 12895 233,770
Lakes and reservoirs for sunfish 9.1 11320 201, 556
Lakes and reservoirs for walleye 7.1 2050 27,133
Lakes and reservoirs for pike 6.8 1460 20, 198
Lakes and reservoirs for other 11.2 5377 11, 703
Ri vers and streans for trout 11.8 57582 1.330, 270
Ri vers and streans for whitefish 7.6 4275 64, 601
Ri vers and streans for bass 9.4 7521 13, 606
Ri vers and streans for other 13.1 6508 67, 963
St ur geon 7.3 1484 210, 859
TOTAL 218,573 4,491, 482
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Tabl e 39. Percent of total

resi dent and nonresident fishermen in each region for

days fished that were expended by

each fishery type, 1987.
Resi dence

Fi shery Type NonRes 1 2 3 4 5 6
Anadr onobus chi nook 26.4 11.7 6.1 32.1 8.7 6.8 8.2
Landl ocked chi nook 15.3 37.8 3.0 28.6 7.4 3.8 4.1
St eel head 18. 3 4.8 27.0 20.0 6.2 6.5 17.2
H gh nountai n | akes 13.3 17.0 7.1 35.6 7.4 8.4 11.2
Lakes/res for trout 16.1 11.4 5,8 33.9 12.2 12.3 8.3
Lakes/res for kokanee 22.8 29.8 10.1 20.7 3.2 3.2 10.2
Lakes/res for bass 13.6 21.0 5.6 44.7 5.7 7.2 2.2
Lakes/res for perch 10.5 24.7 2.6 39.0 13.2 6.9 3.0
Lakes/res for sunfish 10.5 23.9 2.9 52.9 4.8 3.4 1.6
Lakes for wall eye 14.9 5.9 0.7 20.3 36.3 16.0 15 9
Lakes/res for pike 15.8 63.4 8.9 7.9 1.4 1.6 1.0
Lakes/res for other 13.5 12.4 5.3 42.0 10.0 8.3 8.5
Ri v/ str for trout 17.5 8.0 7.1 27.4 12.9 11.7 15.4
Riv/st for whitefish 11.9 12.8 8.6 35.7 4.1 10.0 16.9
Ri v/ str for bass 11.2 5.8 16.4 54.7 7.7 2.0 2.2
Ri v/ str for other 7.1 6.1 4.4 56.1 15.0 3.9 7.4
st urgeon 13.1 4.2 8.1 61.6 11.5 0.6 1.2
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Figure 3. Angler satisfaction with lakes and reservoirs for trout, high lakes, and rivers and
streams for trout fishery segment by percent of reporting anglers. 1987.
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Figure 4. Angler satisfaction with lakes and reservoirs for perch and sunfish by percent of reporting
anglers, 1987.
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Figure 5. Angler satisfaction with anadromous chinook and steelhead trout by percent of reporting
anglers, 1987.
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Figure 7. Angler satisfaction with lakes and reservoirs for bass, walleye, pike, and rivers and
streams for bass by percent of reporting anglers, 1987.
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Where to Fish Factors

| daho fishermen have placed a high value on "aesthetic" and
"social" factors when selecting "where" to fish. Itens such as water
quality and beauty of the area had high percentages of survey
respondents that gave crucial, very inmportant, or inportant ratings
(Fig. 9). Water quality had the greatest percentage of crucial or very
i nportant responses in determ ning where anglers fish. Social factors
such as avoi dance of angler crowding and avoi dance of other types of
recreationists are also very important factors that detern ne where
anglers fish (Fig. 10). Responding anglers placed only noderate | evels
of inportance on catch rates of fish (Fig. 11), the chance to catch
trophy fish, or the chance to catch a variety of fish. However, the
presence of a favorite fish or opportunity to catch wild fish did seem
i nportant (Fig. 12). Responses from Region 5 indicated that a | arger
percentage of anglers from that region placed a greater value on
catching trophy fish than did fishermen from other regions, which my
explain why such a large nunber of those anglers travel to other
regions to fish.

Material factors such as availability of marina facilities, boat
| aunching facilities, restaurants or bait and tackle shops (Fig. 13),
or travel distance from home or <cabin appear to be relatively
uni nportant to the angler fishing |Idaho waters (Fig. 14). The angler
fishing | daho waters does appear to place sone inmportance on itens such
as famliarity with the area, accessibility and the opportunity for
bank fishing (Fig. 15).

Why Angl ers Fish

To enjoy nature and relaxation surfaced as the two very inportant
reasons "why" anglers fish in Idaho (Fig. 16). To catch fish was also
given as an inportant reason for fishing, while catching fish for
consunption and the chance to catch a trophy fish did not rate
extremely high (Fig. 17). Fishing conpetitively was not an inportant
item in determning "why" anglers fish (Fig. 18), nor did fishing to
i nprove skills or fishing for exercise. Social values such as fanly
toget herness and conpanionship appeared to be relatively inportant
while the opposite, "to be alone," was inportant to only a few
(Fig. 19).

The inportance placed on aesthetic factors may account for the
hi gh satisfaction rating given to high |ake fishing and, to sone
degree, fishing for salnonids. The natural setting and outstanding
water quality found in nost salnonid fisheries would tend to appeal to
those seeking an aesthetic experience. On the other hand, many npst
war mwater programs are located in lowlands with deteriorated water
quality and close to popul ation centers.
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Figure 9. Importance anglers place on the factors "beauty of area," '"water quality," and "solitude"
in selecting where to fish by percent of reporting anglers, 1987.
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Figure 10. Importance anglers place on the factors '"to avoid angler crowding'" and "to avoid other
forms of recreation" in selecting where to fish by percent of reporting anglers, 1987.
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rates of all fish" in selecting where to fish by percent of reporting anglers, 1987.
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Figure l4. Importance anglers place on the factor "nearness to home" and 'nearness to cabin" in
selecting where to fish by percent of reporting anglers, 1987.
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Figure 16. Reasons why anglers fish and the importance they place on the factors '"relaxation" and
to "enjoy nature" by percent of reporting anglers, 1987.
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Figure 17. Reasons why anglers fish and the importance they place on the factors, "to catch trophy
fish," "to catch fish,”" and "to fish for consumption,”" by percent of reporting
anglers, 1987.
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Figure 18. Reason why anglers fish and the importance they place on the factors, "the challenge and
excitement," "to improve fishing skills," "for exercise," and "for competition,” by
percent of reporting anglers, 1987.
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Figure 19. Reasons why anglers fish and the importance they place on the factors, "companionship,"
"family togetherness," and '"to be alone," by percent of reporting anglers, 1987.



Survey Bias

To detect any nonresponse bias from a particular segnment of the
fishing public, we conducted a telephone survey of a subsanple of
individuals that had failed to return questionnaires. W did detect a
hi gher incidence of bait fishernen in the tel ephone survey than we
found in the mail survey. W also found that nonresident 1-, 3-, and
10- day license buyers and individuals in the 60+ age group did not make
up as great a percent of the survey as what occurred in the |icense
buyi ng population. W do not believe these biases had any negative
i mpacts on the results of the survey. Lure and bait anglers did not
differ greatly in opinions and preferences throughout the survey, and
we did not detect great differences in responses provided between
nonresi dent user groups or age groups.

DI SCUSSI ON

Results of this survey indicate that many of the denographics,
opi nions and preferences of the Ildaho angler have changed little over
the past 20 vyears, since Douglas Gordon conducted the first |daho
opi nion survey in 1968. The nedian age of the Idaho fisherman remains
at about 30 to 40 years of age and over three-fourths of the fishernen
are male. As in the past, over one-third of Idaho's population and
fishing license buyers reside in southwest |daho. Also, nearly
three-fourths of the nonresident fishermen to Idaho continue to come
fromthe five surrounding states plus California.

Al t hough the nedian age has changed little over the past 20 years,
the percent of juvenile anglers has declined from previous survey work
to the present. It is difficult to determine if the decline in
juvenile fishernmen is significant as previous workers did not include
statistical results. However, the |daho Department of Fish and Gane
should continue information and education programs designed to
i ntroduce the youth of Idaho to the fishing opportunities in this
state and develop fishery programs of interest to the younger fishermen
Those efforts should be directed towards single-parent families or
famlies that do not currently fish. Results of this survey indicate
that if one parent in a famly participates in fishing activities, the
children will also fish

Fishernen in this survey gave "fanily togetherness" as one of the
primary reason why they fish in lIdaho. If a respondent stated they had
a spouse, over 60% said that spouse also participated in fishing.
Al so, about one in every four license buyers in Idaho is fenale.
Survey results provide a strong indication that, for those wth
famlies, fishing does provide a desirable recreation formthat all can
participate in. The Idaho Departnment of Fish and Ganme should continue
to foster famly togetherness in its information and education
progranms, work with |and managenent agencies to provide dispersed
camping facilities and devel op new access available to those with young
chil dren.
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Most |daho fishermen still want to continue protection of wld
trout and want increased enphasis on managenment of wild trout
popul ations. In addition, nost fishermen in Idaho would like to have
addi ti onal waters managed to provide trophy trout.

As in past surveys, ldaho fishermen have expressed a preference
for fishing in rivers and streams. They have al so expressed the desire
for the Departnent to place increased enphasis on habitat protection.
The direction provided by the fishing public is for maintenance of
quality river and stream habitat. Regional Fishery Managers throughout
the state already spend a disproportionate amunt of tinme on
habitat-related problems. To neet public expectations, the I|daho
Department of Fish and Game may have to create additional staff to
coordinate with |and management agencies to ensure adequate neasures
are being taken to protect or inprove stream habitats.

Al t hough the majority of I|daho fishermen still prefer fishing on
rivers and streams, over one-half of the actual effort was spent on
| akes and reservoirs. In addition, one out of three fishermen in |daho
owns a boat for fishing. The Departnent should increase efforts to
provide additional access to I|lakes and reservoirs throughout the
st at e. Lake and reservoir access developnment also creates the
opportunity to satisfy a need for increased handicap access and to
renmove consunptive fishing pressure fromrivers and streanms that need a
reduction in wild trout exploitation. The primary thrust of reservoir
and | ake access devel opnent should be towards bank or shore fishernmen
first and inmproving or constructing boat launching facilities second.

Fishermen in the state of |daho have also renmined oriented toward
fishing for coldwater species, specifically rainbow trout and cutthroat
trout. The nunmber of fishermen that prefer rainbow trout alone
accounted for alnobst as many anglers as the entire warnwater fishery
program In addition, the majority of survey respondents stated a
desire for greater enphasis on wild trout managenent, hatchery trout
production for |akes and hatchery production for streams. They also
asked for "no change" in the enphasis towards warmnater fisheries, the
only category that anglers did not want "nore" program enphasis for.
The direction provided is to continue efforts to maintain or inprove

col dwater fisheries as the first priority. The Departnent shoul d
continue efforts to i mprove warmwater popul ati ons but not at the
expense of coldwater fisheries or coldwater fish habitat. The

Departnment should continue efforts to inprove and diversify warmvater
fishing opportunities. Wrnmwater popul ations should be expanded only
where habitats will no |onger support coldwater species or where
avail abl e habitat exists for both cold and warmwater species to
co-exist.

For the nost part, people fishing Idaho waters seem satisfied with
the quality of trout planted by the Idaho Department of Fish and Gane.
Those anglers generally would not want a few larger trout planted if it
woul d reduce the nunbers available for stocking. However, at |east
one-third of all respondents said they would like a few larger trout
stocked and a large nunber of anglers would |ike quality inproved. In
addition, the majority of Idaho anglers would |ike nore enphasis placed
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on hatchery trout production. The objective of the Department should
be to maintain the nunmber of hatchery trout available, provide a few
larger fish in put-and-take fisheries and maintain or inprove the
quality of the hatchery product. W can achieve those objectives by
maki ng nore efficient use of the current hatchery product, such as
reducing or elimnating put-and-take fisheries from streans with poor
returns and good wild trout populations and increasing the use of
fingerling trout in reservoirs and |akes that have good growth
potential. More trout should then become available for stocking high
use areas, and additional space could be found in hatcheries for a few
| arger fish

A majority of people responding to this survey would not support
further introductions of walleye if they mght inpact other gane fish
popul ati ons. The Departnent should take this as strong direction to
proceed with caution when considering any exotic introduction. Efforts
should be taken to ensure that predators wll have an adequate prey
base, a vacant niche exists and the introduced species wll not
adversel y i npact other resources.

Organi zed sportsnmen tend to beconme nore involved wth the
managenent of the fishery resource in Idaho. As a result, the opinions
and preferences of those sportsnen is heard nore often than
nonorgani zed fishernen. However, as stated earlier, only one out of
every five fishermen belong to sportsnen groups. It then becones
desirable to know how the organized fishernen differ fromthose that do
not bel ong to organi zed cl ubs or other groups and how those differences
may affect the results expressed in this survey.

The denographics of those belonging to organized groups differ
from those of nongroup fishernen in some categories surveyed. A
significantly higher proportion of the individuals that belong to
sportsnmen groups are between 40-49 years of age, while anglers from 14
through 29 years of age are nmore likely to not belong to any groups.
Al so, fishermen older than 60 years tend to not belong to organized
groups. Men are nmore likely to belong to sportsmen groups, and a group
menber is nmore likely to own a boat.

Overall survey opinions or preferences do not change as a result
of differences expressed by nembers of sportsnmen groups versus nongroup
menbers. However, significant differences expressed to sone questions
can be used to distinguish group and nongroup respondents. Those that
bel ong to organized sportsmen groups were nore likely to say the six
fish trout limt is too many. They were also nore likely to want
| arger fish as opposed to numbers and would be more inclined to favor
restricting harvest to protect wild fish. The sportsnen group segment
of the survey would be nore likely to support wild trout protection and
catch-and-rel ease regul ations. Sportsnmen group nenbers also differed
by stating a stronger preference for river and stream fishing and the
use of artificial flies as terninal gear.

Al t hough fermales that preferred rivers and streans outnunbered

those that preferred other water types, wonen were nore likely than nen
to prefer |l akes and reservoirs.Li kewise, a significantly | arger

TOM 62



proportion of the male fishing population preferred fishing on rivers
and streans. When selecting "where to fish," female anglers placed
greater inmportance on material factors such as marina facilities,
canping facilities and access than did nmale anglers. Fermale anglers
are more likely to participate in fishing for conpanionship and famly
t oget herness than are male fishernen.

Al though the overall opinions and preferences will not change, we
did observe significantly different responses to sone questions based
on the type of term nal gear preferred. Bait fishernen were the |east
likely to belong to an organized sportsmen group, while fly anglers
were the most likely to belong. Lure fishernmen differed significantly
fromthe other two but were not as prone to join groups as fly anglers
and nore apt to join than bait fishernmen. Those anglers that prefer
lures as ternminal tackle were nore likely to own a boat. Wile lure
and bait anglers feel the current statewide trout |limt of 6 fish is
about right, the mpjority of the fly fishernen feel that 6 fish is too
many. Fly and lure fishermen are nore likely to want a few larger fish
pl anted, while bait fishernen seemto prefer nmintaining nunbers.

Fly fishermen are much nore likely to prefer protection of wld
trout than are bait or lure fishermen. Lure anglers, however, are nore
likely to prefer management options that would protect wild trout than
are anglers that prefer bai t as terninal t ackl e. A simlar
relationship holds with regard to providing larger trout, know ng
restrictive regul ations would be needed; providing more habit at
protection and catch-and-release regulations. On the issue of
catch- and-rel ease regul ati ons, bait and fly fishernmen are at extreme
poles, with fly anglers voicing support for catch-and-release
regul ations and bait anglers in opposition. Anglers preferring lures
for termnal tackle are split almst 50:50 on the issue. On the other
hand, bait fishermen are nmpre apt to favor increases in hatchery
production, while fly and lure fishernen seem pleased with current
| evel s of fish stocked.

Basic differences between fly and bait fishernmen seem to relate to
quality versus quantity, with bait fishernen opting for nunbers and fly
fishernen preferring larger or wld fish. Wen tied wth the
i mportance these fishernen place on selecting where to fish and why
they fish, some guidelines develop regarding stocking prograns and
selection of waters to manage for quality or wild trout managenent.

Factors such as avoidance of angler crowding, solitude, the chance
to catch wild fish and the chance to catch trophy fish seem nore
important. to fly fishernmen than they are to bait fishermen. On the
ot her hand, bait fishernen tend to place nore inportance on catch
rates, travel distances and accessibility. It would then seem that
waters close to populations centers with |ow nunmbers of wld trout
woul d be the better location for stocking of hatchery-reared trout.
Streams or rivers in renote areas with only nmpoderate to |ow fishing
pressure and high densities of wld trout would provide the better
| ocation for regulations which would protect wild trout and may provide
quality or trophy fishing.
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It has been recognized that this type of survey is a poor method
of obtaining angler use and harvest information. W can, at best, hope
the information will be somewhat conparable to other survey work in the
state. The estimte of days fished given in this report appears to be
conparable to estimtes provided by Mallet fromthe 1977 angl er survey
and results from the 1985 Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and
W I dlife-Recreation.
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IDAHO FISH & GAME

600 South Walnut / Box 25
Botse, idaho 83707

May 17, 1988

Dear Angler:
You will find on the enclosed pages the Idaho Angler Opinion Sufvey. The Idaho
Department of Fish and Game conducts this survey every 10 years. Survey results
will help determine the policies and goals governing the management of the State
Fishery Resource through the next 10 year planning period.
Your help in determining Idaho’s fishing future is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

)

Jerry M. Conley
D tor

Enclosure

Cecil D, Andrus / Governor 68
Jerry M. Conley / Director




1988 IDAHO ANGLER OPINION SURVEY

1. What is your age?
14-19 20-29 30-39 4049 50-59 60+
Q Q Q Q Q Q

2. What is your sex? Male O Female
3. Did you fish in Idaho in 19877 ves O N O

4. What Is your permanent residence?
State County,

5. Does your spouse fish? vyes O N O Not married O
6. How many children under age 14 are there living at your home?

7. How many children under age 14 living at home participate in fishing?

8. Do you belong to a sportsman organization? Yes QO N QO
9. Do you own a boat used for fishing in Idaho? ys O N Q
10. What type of Idaho license did you purchase in 19872

BESIDENT NONRBESIDENT
Hunt-Fish Combination O SeasonFishing O
Season Fishing Q 10-Day Fishing O

3-Day Fishing Q
1-Day Fishing Q
11. Do you feel the price you paid for your license to fish in Idaho waters in 1987 was:
TooHigh Q AboutRight Q Tootow O

12. If you fished in Idaho during 1987, please list the three waters most frequently fished:
Water: County:

Water: County:

Water: County:

13. If you fished for trout in Idaho during 1987, do you believe the present statewide limit of 6 trout is:
TooMany Q AboutRight O TooFew (O NoOpinon O

14. Would you like a portion of the 9-inch hatchery trout production converted into a few trout larger than
12 inches? Even knowing that one 12-inch trout will replace three 9-inch trout available for stocking in
Idaho waters?

ves O N QO No Opinion O
15. How would you rate the quality of trout stocked by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game?
Excellent O Good O Far Q Poor O No Opinion O

16. Increased fishing pressure has reduced wild trout populations in some Idaho streams. To maintain fishab
populations would you favor:

U Restrict the number or size of wild trout that could be kept?
O Replace wild trout with hatchery trout?
QO No Opinion.
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17. Would you like to have additional streams or lakes managed to provide larger than average trout and

increased catch rates, even knowing that methods of fishing and numbers and size of fish that could be
kept would be restricted? ’

Yes O N Q No Opinion QO
18. If you knew that restrictions were needed to increase the size and catch rates of trout on a given water,
would you prefer (more than one box may be checked):
Q Artificial tackle only.
O Reduced bag limits.
Q Sshorter seasons.
QO Size restriction.

& No opinion.

19. Please indicate the programs you feel should receive more or No
less emphasis: More Less Change
Hatchery trout productionforlakes .. ............. Q Q Q
Protection and enhancement of wildtrout . . . . ........ a Q a
Warmwaterfisheries . . .. .................. Q Q Q
Hatchery trout productionforstreams . . .. ... ... .. .. m 0 Q
Habitatprotection . ....................... Q Q Q
SaimonandSteelhead . . ................... a Q Q

20. If you had to release all of the trout you caught from your favorite trout stream, would you continue to fish
that stream?

Yes O N Q No Opinion O
21. If a stream or lake could provide the opportunity to catch trophy trout, would you fish that stream or lake,
even if you had to release all the fish you caught?
Yes O N O No Opinion
22. Fishing contests and tournaments are currently unregulated in Idaho. Please check the box that best
describes your feelings about tournaments and contests.
Q should remain unregulated.
Q Should be regulated.
Q) Shouid be prohibited.
QO No opinion.

23. Would you like some lakes or ponds in ldaho managed to provide increased catch rates for bass greater
than 15 inches in length, even knowing that numbers and size of fish that could be kept wouid be
restricted?

vyes O No O No Opinion O
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24, If you fish for bass in Idaho, what is the smallest (a) largemouth bass, (b) smalimouth bass you
would keep if not restricted?

Largemouth Smalimouth
Q 6inches Q sinches
Q@ sinches Q 8sinches
O 10inches O 10inches
O 12inches Q 12inches
Q 14inches QO 14inches

25. If you fish for bass in Idaho, what would you consider a quality-size (a) largemouth bass, (b) smalimouth bass?

Largemouth Smalimouth
Q 12inches Q 12inches
O 14inches QO 14 inches
Q 16inches Q 16inches
Q 18inches O 18inches
O 20inches O 20 inches

26. Do you feel the idaho Department of Fish and Game should provide more information about available fishing
opportunities, such as location of lakes and streams, public access areas, or types of fish available?

vyes O N O No Opinion

27. Would you favor allowing two daily bag limits as a possession limit for lakes and reservoirs even though it
may mean lower catch rates?

ves O N O No Opinion

28. The Department's Fish Management Plan limits walleye introductions to two reservoirs where fisheries
have been estalished. Would you like to see walleye introduced in additional reservoirs even knowing trout
and other fisheries would be impacted?

vyes O No Q No Opinion O
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29. Would you please check in the boxes below (1) all of the fish species you fished for in 1987, (2) the types of water you fished,
(3) the modes of fishing (shore, boat, ice, float tube), and (4) the types of fishing gear you used. Please check all appropriate boxes.

1 2 3 4
Species Fished For in 1987 Water Typed Fished Mode of Fishing Method of Fishing
Mountain Lake/ Stream/ Float Ice

Lakes Reservois i Boat Tube Fish Bait Fly

EXAMPLE: (Bass)

0|0

0|0

Yellow Perch

BluegilPumpkinseed

Crappie

Smalimouth bass

Largemouth bass

Wallaye

Pike

Steethead

Anadromous chinnok salmon

tandlocked chinook salmon

Cutthroat trout

Rainbow trout

Brook trout

Bull trout (Dolly Varden)

Brown trout

Lake trout

Kokanee/Coho

Catfish

Sturgeon

Whitefish

0/0|0/0/ooje|e|e|ojo|o|o|o|oiojojojolo ol
00| o|o| 0| ojo|o|o|o|o|o| oo 0| o|o|o|o|o

0 o|o|o|0|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o
o/o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|ojo|o|o|o| o o|ojo|o|o|o|o| §
0| 0|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|clo | £
00| o|c|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o| 0|0l o|o|o|o|o|o|o
0| 0| 0|0| 0| 0|0 o|o|o|o|o| 0| 0|0l 0| o|o|o|o|o|o
00| 0| 5| 0| 0|0l ool o|o|o|o|o|o|o|olo|o|o
o|o|o|o|olo|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o||o|olo o|o|o | ¥
o o|o|c| 0| 0|o|o|o|o|o|o|o| 0|0l o|o|o|o|o|o|o
o|c|o|o|0|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o0|0|olo|o|o|o|o|o|o

Nongame

gggDDDDGDDDDDmDDDDDDDD§

30. Please list the three species you most prefer to catch (1 = most preferved): 1. 2. 3.

31. Please name the ane water type (listed above) you most prefer:
32. Please name the ang mode of fishing (listed above) you most preter:
33. Please name the ane method of fishing (listed above) you most prefer:
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34. Please check the box that best describes your satisfaction in 1987 while fishing the fishery types listed below and estimate the number of days spent

fishing each fishery type:

Fishery Type

Days Fished

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Anadromous chinook salmon

Landlocked chinook salmon

Steclhead

High Mountain Lakes

Lakes and Reservoairs for trout

Lakes and Reservoirs for kokanee

Lakes and Reservoirs for bass

Lakes and Reservoirs for perch

Lakes and Reservoirs for sunfish/crappie

Lakes and Reservoirs for walleye

Lakes and Reservoirs for pike

Lakes and Resetvoirs for other

Rivers and Streams for trout

Rivers and Streams for whitefish

Rivers and Streams for bass

Rivers and Streams for other

Sturgeon

000000000 |0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0

o0 0|00|0I0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0(0 |0

O|I00|0|I0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0

0000000000000 0|0|0
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35. In order to improve fishing opportunities, we need to know what factors are important to you in selecting where to fish. Please check one box for each factor

indicating the importance you place on the factors shown in the table below.

Factor

Crucial

Very
important

Important

Somewhat
Important

Not
important

Avoid angler crowding

O

(]

(-

Avoid other forms of recreationists

Boat faunching faciliies

Marina facilities

Nearness to restaurants

Neamess to bait and tackle shops

Neamess to camping faciliies

Natural beauty of the area

Solitude

Catch rate of keepable fish

Catch rate of all fish

Presence of favorite fish (species)

Chanoe to catch a large or trophy fish

Chanoe 1o catch wild fish

Water quality

Chance W catch a variety of fish

Neamess to home (travel distance)

Neamess to second home or cabin

Familiarity with the area

Accessibility

Bank fishing opportunity

O o000 0000 0000000000000

O 0000000000000 000 000

O 0000000000000 0o0 0 00

0000000000000 0 0000000

000000 000000000000 00
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36. We would like to know some of the reasons why you fish. Please check the box indicating the importance you place on each reason.

Reason

Crucial

Very
important

Important

Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

To caxch fish

For relaxation

To enjoy natue

For companionship

For the challenge and excitement

To be alone

To improve fishing skill

For exercise

Family togethemess

Chance to catch trophy fish

Competition with other anglers

Catch fish for consumption

O00I0 00000 ololo

000000000 00D

000000000000

000000000000

O00000000 000
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